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REMARKS 

* 

Entry of the foregoing amendments, and reexamination and 
reconsideration of the subject application, pursuant to and consistent with 37 
C.F.R. § 1.104 and § 1.112, and in light of the following remarks, are respectfully 
requested. 

By these amendments, the article claims have been amended to 
particularly recite that the claimed article is a compressed article, such as shown 
in Fig. 3. Claim 16 specifically requires compression of the combination mesh 
No new matter is added. 

With regard to the Restriction requirement, under which Restriction was 
required between Group I, claims 1-15, drawn to a knitted mesh element, and 
Group II, claims 16-23, drawn to a method for making a wire mesh seal element, 
applicants hereby elect, with traverse, Group I, claims 1-15, for examination. 

The requirement alleges that the product (Group I) could be made by a 
materially different process, such as by knitting one mesh over the other, rather 
than inserting one tube into the other. As now amended, the product claims 
require that the element be formed by compression. Accordingly, as now 
amended, the Group I claims require that the article be compressed. 

The method claims of Group II merely require that one mesh be 
"disposed" within the other, then rolled, then compressed. Original claim 16 
reads on werknitting of a tube over the pre-formed and annealed mesh tube, as 

1 0/61 6,768 Page 6 of 7 101 AC-045 

PAGE 6/7 * RCVD AT 8UOJ2004 12:05:46 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-1/0 * DNIS:8729306 * CSID:2012390734 1 DURATION (mm-ss):01-50 



AUG- 10-2004 IS: 05 FROM : BRADLEY N. RUBEN 2012390734 



TO:USPTO 



P.7'7 



steps B. and C. would be performed simultaneously (providing and disposing) 
rather than serially, but both steps in the claimed method are performed whether 
one tube is "placed" within the other or one is overknitted on top of the other. 
There does not appear to be a "material* difference between the two methods, 
especially because both accomplish all of the steps recited in claim 16. 

Accordingly, the basis in the Restriction requirement for dividing the claims 
no longer exists, and the Restriction requirement should now be withdrawn. 



t hereby certify that J havo a reasonable basis that this paper, 
along with any referred to above, (i) are being deposited with 
tho United States Postal Service on the date shown below with 
sufficient postage as first class maU in an envelope addressed 
to Commissioner for Patents, PO Box 1450. Alexandria, VA 
22313-1460 : or (u) are being transmitted to the U S Patent & 
Trademark Office in accordance with 37 CFR § 1 6(d) 
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